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DETAILED ACTION 



Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statement filed March 27 th , 2006 fails to comply with 
37 CFR 1.98(a)(3) because it does not include a concise explanation of the relevance, 
as it is presently understood by the individual designated in 37 CFR 1.56(c) most 
knowledgeable about the content of the information, of listed foreign patent documents 
JP 59-89462 and JP 3-121588. 



Specification 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: in paragraph 
1 , line 2, the blank space should be filled in with the application number. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. Claims 1-3, 5, 7-9, 11-15, 17, 19-23, 25-28, 30, 32, 34-40, 42-47, 49 and 50 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Honda et al. (US 
2002/0191517) in view of Ishida et al. (US 6,057,976). 

Honda discloses a method of controlling exposure of media to electromagnetic 
radiation, the method comprising: 

rotating the media (paragraph 37); 
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controlling exposure of the media to electromagnetic radiation with a moveable 
source (paragraph 47). 

Honda does not disclose "sensing a frequency of electromagnetic radiation 
radiating from a rim of the media with a stationary detector." 

However, Honda's method depends on knowing the turning angle of the optical 
disc (paragraph 37, 47). 

Ishida discloses a method of determining the angle of a disc (column 2, line 66 to 
column 3, line 4), the method comprising sensing a frequency of electromagnetic 
radiation radiating from a rim of the media with a stationary detector (Fig. 16a: 2; 
column 15, line 65 to column 16, line 9). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Honda as taught by Ishida. Honda's method would then become a 
method of using electromagnetic radiation to control exposure of media to 
electromagnetic radiation, the method comprising: rotating the media; sensing a 
frequency of electromagnetic radiation radiating from a rim of the media with a 
stationary detector; and controlling, with the sensed frequency, exposure of the media 
to electromagnetic radiation with a moveable source. 

The motivation would have been to improve accuracy (presumably reading the 
rotation angle directly from the disk is more accurate than reading it from the motor). 

Regarding claim 2, the method taught by Ishida requires: 

providing at least one reflective and one non-reflective region on the media, 
aligned circularly about the rim of the media (Fig. 16b), 
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emitting electromagnetic radiation onto the rim of the media as the media rotates 
(column 4, lines 3-11), and 

wherein the electromagnetic radiation radiated from the rim originated from the 
electromagnetic radiation source directed at the rim (column 4, lines 3-11). 

Regarding claim 3, in the method taught by Ishida providing the reflective and 
non-reflective region includes providing the reflective and non-reflective regions in a 
spoke pattern on the media (apparent in Fig. 16b). 

Regarding claim 5, in the method taught by Ishida emitting the electromagnetic 
radiation onto the rim of the media includes emitting coherent electromagnetic radiation 
(column 4, lines 3-1 1; a laser is a coherent electromagnetic source). 

Regarding claim 7, in the method taught by Ishida, sensing the frequency of 
electromagnetic radiation radiating from the rim of the media includes sensing the 
frequency of electromagnetic radiation radiating from an inner rim of the media (Fig. 
16a). 

Regarding claim 8, Honda in view of Ishida discloses a method as discussed 

above. 

Honda in view of Ishida does not disclose "wherein sensing the frequency of 
electromagnetic radiation radiating from the rim of the media includes sensing the 
frequency of electromagnetic radiation radiating from an outer rim of the media." 
Instead, in Honda in view of Ishida, the radiation radiates from the inner rim. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include in Honda in view of Ishida 
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wherein the radiation radiates from the outer rim, because Applicant has not disclosed 
that having the radiation radiate from the outer rim provides an advantage, is used for a 
particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, 
furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform equally well with the 
radiation radiating from the inner rim, as in Honda in view of Ishida, because all that is 
required is that the pattern be radial around the disc. 

Therefore it would have been an obvious matter of design choice to modify 
Honda in view of Ishida to obtain the invention as specified in claim 8. 

Regarding claim 9, in Honda in view of Ishida controlling the exposure of the 
media to electromagnetic radiation includes controlling the exposure of the media to 
coherent electromagnetic radiation (paragraph 47; a laser is a coherent electromagnetic 
source). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , in Honda in view of Ishida controlling exposure of the media 
to electromagnetic radiation includes controlling a placement of a beam of 
electromagnetic radiation on the media (paragraph 47). 

Regarding claim 12, in Honda in view of Ishida controlling exposure of the media 
to electromagnetic radiation includes controlling the rotation of the media (paragraph 
37). 

Regarding claims 13-15, 17, 21, and 23, all elements positively recited have 
already been identified in Honda in view of Ishida. 

Regarding claim 19, Honda discloses that the rotation device includes a spindle 
coupled to the media and a motor coupled to the spindle (Fig. 6). 
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Regarding claim 20, Honda discloses that the controller includes a motor 
controller configured to control the motor (paragraph 37). 

Regarding claim 22, this is an obvious matter of design choice as discussed in 
the rejection of claim 8. 

Regarding claim 25, Honda discloses that the controller includes radial positioner 
for controlling a placement of a beam of the electromagnetic radiation on the media 
(paragraph 47). 

Regarding claims 26-28, 30, 32, 34, 36, and 38, all elements positively recited 
have already been identified in earlier rejections over Honda in view of Ishida. 

Regarding claim 35, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to include wherein the means for controlling 
rotational speed includes a motor controller configured to control the rotational speed of 
the media to 0.25 meters/second at an accuracy of 0.02 percent. 

The motivation would have been: in the course of routine engineering 
optimization/experimentation to determine the necessary print accuracy. Moreover, 
absent a showing of criticality, i.e., unobvious or unexpected results, the relationships 
set forth in claim 35 are considered to be within the level of ordinary skill in the art. 

Additionally, the law is replete with cases in which the mere difference between 
the claimed invention and the prior art is some range, variable or other dimensional 
limitation within the claims, patentability cannot be found. 

It furthermore has been held in such a situation, the applicant must show that the 
particular range is critical, generally by showing that the claimed range achieves 
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unexpected results relative to the prior art range(s); see In re Woodruff, 919 F.2d 1575, 
1578, 16 USPQ2d 1934, 1936 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

Moreover, the instant disclosure does not set forth evidence ascribing 
unexpected results due to the claimed dimensions; see Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 
725 F.2d 1338 (Fed. Cir. 1984), which held that the dimensional limitations failed to 
point out a feature which performed and operated any differently from the prior art. 

Regarding claim 37, this is an obvious matter of design choice as discussed 
above in the rejection of claim 8. 

Regarding claims 39-40 and 42-45, Honda discloses a host computer (46) for 
controlling the system, and thus inherently includes a program storage system readable 
by a computer to perform the method steps. All other elements of these claims have 
already been discussed in the earlier rejections. 

Regarding claim 46, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to include controlling the rotational accuracy 
of a spindle onto which the media is fixed to allow placement to within a quarter of a 
pixel at 600 dpi on the media. 

The motivation would have been: in the course of routine engineering 
optimization/experimentation to determine the necessary print accuracy. Moreover, 
absent a showing of criticality, i.e., unobvious or unexpected results, the relationships 
set forth in claim 46 are considered to be within the level of ordinary skill in the art (see 
claim 35 above). 



Application/Control Number: 10/661 ,189 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2627 

Regarding claims 47, 49, and 50, as a laser is a photon source, all elements of 
these claims have been discussed in the earlier rejections. 

4. Claims 4, 6, 16, 18, 29, 31, 33, 41, and 48 are rejected under 35 U.SC 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Honda in view of Ishida as applied to the claims above, and 
further in view of Black et al. (US 3,426,337). 

Regarding claim 4, Honda in view of Ishida discloses a method of using 
electromagnetic radiation to control exposure of media to electromagnetic radiation as 
discussed above. 

Honda in view of Ishida does not disclose "wherein providing the reflective and 
non-reflective regions includes providing the reflective and non-reflective regions in a 
gear-tooth pattern on the media." 

Black discloses providing reflective and non-reflective regions in a gear-tooth 
pattern on the media (Fig. 1). Black discloses that this pattern allows the apparatus to 
detect the radial position of the pickup (column 2, line 57 to column 3, line 39). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Honda in view of Ishida to include wherein providing the reflective 
and non-reflective regions includes providing the reflective and non-reflective regions in 
a gear-tooth pattern on the media. 

The motivation would have been to allow detecting the radial position of the 
transducer, as taught by Black (although the pattern pickup of Honda in view of Ishida is 
stationary, it could still be useful to detect the radial position with respect to the disc in 
order to correct the other laser's position for eccentricity, etc.). 



Application/Control Number: 10/661 ,189 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2627 

Regarding claim 6, Honda in view of Ishida does not include "wherein emitting 
the electromagnetic radiation onto the rim of the media includes emitting non-coherent 
electromagnetic radiation." 

The method of Black as applied to Honda in view of Ishida above can use either 
coherent or non-coherent radiation: Black only specifies a "light source." 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include in Honda 
in view of Ishida, and further in view of Black, to include wherein emitting the 
electromagnetic radiation onto the rim of the media includes emitting non-coherent 
electromagnetic radiation, because in this case coherent and non-coherent sources are 
used in the same environment, for the same purpose, and achieve the same result. 

Regarding claims 16, 18, 29, 31, 33, 41, and 48, all elements of these claims can 
be rejected over Honda in view of Ishida and further in view of Black. All specific claim 
elements have been addressed in the previous claim rejections. 
5. Claims 10 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Honda in view of Ishida as applied to the claims above, and further in view of 
Taniguchi (JP2001 73096; disclosed in IDS; English-language abstract). 

Regarding claim 10, Honda in view of Ishida discloses a method as discussed 
above. Honda in view of Ishida does not disclose "wherein controlling the exposure of 
the media to electromagnetic radiation includes controlling the exposure of the media to 
non-coherent electromagnetic radiation." 
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Taniguchi discloses exposing the media to non-coherent electromagnetic 
radiation such as ultraviolet rays (abstract). Taniguchi discloses that this is equivalent 
to exposing it with laser beams for the purpose of printing labels. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include in Honda 
in view of Ishida wherein controlling the exposure of the media to electromagnetic 
radiation includes controlling the exposure of the media to non-coherent 
electromagnetic radiation, because the coherent radiation used by Honda in view of 
Ishida (a laser beam) is used in the same environment, for the same purpose, and 
achieves the same result as the non-coherent radiation disclosed by Taniguchi 
(ultraviolet rays). 

Claim 24 is similar to claim 10, and rejected for the same reasons. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Palmer (US 3,711,641), Harman (US 4,027,217). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher R. Lamb whose telephone number is (572) 
272-5264. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM to 6:00 PM Monday to 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Korzuch can be reached on (571) 272-7589. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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